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PER CURI AM

Del mar E. WAl ton petitions for rehearing and reheari ng en banc
of the panel’s decision dismssing his appeal of the district
court’s denial of his notion filed under 28 U . S.C A § 2255 (West
Supp. 1999). Because the panel’s opinionincorrectly denied relief
on two ineffective assistance of counsel clainms on the basis of
wai ver,” we grant Walton’s rehearing petition, though we deny his
petition for en banc consi deration.

Qur review of the record, pleadings, and district court’s
opi ni on convinces us that these ineffective assistance of counsel

clains are neritless. See Strickland v. Washi ngton, 466 U.S. 668,

687-91 (1984); Holdren v. Leqursky, 16 F.3d 57, 63 (4th Cir. 1994);

United States v. Agofsky, 20 F.3d 866, 871-72 (8th Cr. 1993). As

noted in the panel’s original opinion, we find no reversible error
in the district court’s denial of relief on Walton’s remaining
clainms. Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability and
di sm ss the appeal.

We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | ega

contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

*

The clains involved counsel’s failure to object to a jury
instruction and failure to object to allegedly perjured testinony
of a Government w tness.



court and because argunment would not significantly aid the deci-

si onal process.

DI SM SSED



